Draft Application Review & Feedback Form
Reviewer: Jessi Finstad     Review date: October 6, 2026
Applicant: Park Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Project title: WINGS: Wildfire Infrastructure & Grid Network Safeguard
Project location / county: Bozeman (Gallatin County), Livingston and Chico (Park County), and McLeod (Sweet Grass County), Montana
1. Applicant feedback
The following comments reference the EIRGP review criteria and submitted draft materials. They do not constitute scores, eligibility determinations, or funding recommendations.
A. Resilience & Reliability Benefits
Reviewer Notes:
The application proposes installing avian-protection covers and hoods and managing hazardous nests on existing distribution poles across four areas. It documents prior bird-related faults and wildfire ignitions through internal incident investigations and includes a wildfire mitigation plan and area-specific hazard maps. These materials establish a project rationale, although the projected magnitude of avoided outages and ignitions is not quantified.
· Provide available baseline avian-related outage and ignition counts for the proposed work areas, including the period covered, and identify how project outcomes will be tracked after installation.
· Clarify how poles will be prioritized within the mapped corridors and what constitutes completion of the proposed bird-guarding work (for example, poles treated, protective devices installed, or line miles covered).
B. Customer Benefits
Reviewer Notes:
The narrative identifies 268 miles of proposed work across Gallatin, Park, and Sweet Grass counties and discusses potential reliability and wildfire-safety benefits to surrounding communities. It does not provide a project-specific estimate of the number of meters or members served by the affected lines.
· Provide an available estimate of customers/meters served by the targeted circuits or explain why a reliable project-specific estimate is not available; distinguish the population directly served from broader communities that may benefit from reduced ignition risk.
C. Critical & Essential Facility Benefits
Reviewer Notes:
The application describes wildfire threats to homes, businesses, and rural communities and provides incident documentation. However, it does not identify particular critical or essential facilities served by the affected distribution lines.
· Identify critical or essential facilities directly served by the proposed work areas, if any, or explain if none can reasonably be identified; distinguish direct electric-service benefits from broader wildfire-risk reduction.
D. Community Vulnerability & Resilience
Reviewer Notes:
The application includes wildfire hazard potential maps for Bozeman, Livingston, McLeod, and Chico and describes rural exposure to wildfire and prolonged outages. The supporting maps are relevant to geographic risk, but the application does not provide a clear project-area community vulnerability analysis or identify FEMA RAPT findings.
· Provide the project-area community vulnerability information required by the applicable review criteria, including relevant FEMA RAPT indicators or a clear explanation of the data and method used.
· Explain how the vulnerability information relates to the particular feeders, members, or communities affected by the proposed bird-guarding work, rather than only to the three counties generally.
E. Workforce & Economic Development Benefits
Reviewer Notes:
The project identifies contracted bird-guarding installation work, but the submitted materials do not specify anticipated workforce numbers, labor hours, training activities, or local economic impacts. The absence of permanent job creation should not itself be treated as a deficiency.
· Identify the anticipated contractor workforce or labor effort and any relevant safety or technical training, to the extent known; clarify whether the project anticipates local hiring or other measurable workforce benefits.
F. Advanced Grid Technology
Reviewer Notes:
The proposed work uses avian-protection devices on existing overhead distribution infrastructure. The narrative describes protective covers and hoods and nest management, but does not propose monitoring, communications, automation, or other advanced grid functions. The technology discussion should be evaluated in the context of the actual scope rather than presuming advanced automation is required.
· Describe the types or specifications of avian-protection products to be installed and the installation or inspection standards that will be used, including how equipment will be selected for different pole configurations.
· Clarify whether any monitoring or verification methods will be used to document installation completion and subsequent avian-related incidents; if no advanced monitoring or control technology is proposed, state that clearly.
G. Budget & Cost
Reviewer Notes:
The budget workbook totals $828,000, comprising a $556,327 federal share and $271,673 in applicant cash match; the cost-match tab separates the one-third and additional 15.5% commitments.
· Revise the commitment letter to distinguish the $556,327 federal request, $271,673 applicant match, and $828,000 total project cost; confirm that the committed match corresponds to the workbook.
· Provide the basis for the $828,000 contractual estimate, including anticipated pole/device quantities, labor or unit-rate assumptions, and any vendor estimate or comparable cost documentation. Complete the cost-match budget-category allocation consistently with the contractual budget.
H. Project Immediacy
Reviewer Notes:
The narrative provides area-specific work durations of approximately 2.5, 10, 11, and 11 weeks, totaling about 34.5 weeks, and the environmental questionnaire identifies 34 weeks. The budget lists February 1–September 30, 2027, which is approximately 34.5 weeks. This is broadly consistent, but the sequence, contracting readiness, and installation details need clarification. The project-area maps are provided, and the environmental questionnaire identifies bird-guarding on existing rights-of-way and notes that some lines cross Forest Service lands.
· Provide a project schedule showing anticipated contracting, procurement, work sequencing by area, installation/inspection, and completion; clarify whether the area durations are sequential or overlap.
· Clarify the environmental questionnaire’s “no construction” responses in relation to the physical installation of bird guards and nest management, including work on Forest Service lands and any required permissions or coordination. The questionnaire also indicates no worker safety program at the location; confirm the applicable contractor/utility safety procedures for energized-line work.
2. Summary feedback for applicant
Park Electric Cooperative proposes a targeted avian-protection project across approximately 268 miles of existing distribution infrastructure in four Montana service areas. The application is supported by project maps, a wildfire mitigation plan, and documented bird-related incidents that illustrate the potential for electrical faults and wildfire ignitions. The project description and area-level cost estimates are generally consistent with the $828,000 budget.
For the final application, the most useful clarifications concern the number of poles and devices to be treated, baseline incidents and measurable outcomes, customers and critical facilities directly affected, and community vulnerability information tied to the project geography. The applicant should also document the contractual cost-estimate basis, clarify the federal request in its signed commitment letter, and explain the work sequence and environmental/safety considerations associated with installation on existing lines, including those crossing Forest Service lands.
